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1.0 

INTRODUCTION  

 

 

The City of Logan, UT operates a progressive and comprehensive solid waste system within its Environmental 

Department.  The Department’s system includes collection of trash, green waste and recyclables; composting and 

recycling at the residential and commercial levels; household hazardous waste (HHW) management; and landfill 

disposal for both general trash (Class I landfill) and construction and demolition debris (Class IV).  These 

programs service all of Cache County including its current 99,900 residents; 2,700 businesses; and assorted 

institutions and industries.  The Department has developed sound public-private partnerships for managing both 

its recyclables and HHW.   

 

The Environmental Department, headquartered at 450 North 1000 West in Logan, manages a new Environmental 

Center which provides vehicle storage and includes a truck-wash facility.  The Department also operates a 

wetlands water treatment project and maintains a wetlands area, buffer zone and reserve property adjacent to the 

Logan Landfill (additional non-solid waste responsibilities – such as pre-treatment – are excluded from the 

analysis in this document).  It also has administrative functions for program management, customer service and 

dispatch, as well as billing.  The Department operates a $7.3M budget (including wetlands management) in 

FY2004/2005 for the combined programs addressed by this document. 

 

Figure 1 

Logan, UT Solid Waste System 
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1.1 PLAN GOALS 

 

The Department has undertaken a five-year Solid Waste Plan (SWMP) to closely evaluate the five solid waste 

programs and identify ways to: 

 Optimize operations 
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 Improve efficiency and fiscal sustainability  

 Continue to grow customer service 

 Increase the diversion of green waste, recyclables and household hazardous waste from the Logan 

Landfill 

 Establish a waste diversion goal for 2010 

 

In part, the SWMP also responds to a Utah Department of Quality requirement to update the Cache County Solid 

Waste Management Plan.  According to UDEQ, Utah counties need to generally expand efforts associated with 

recycling, public outreach, marketing secondary materials and fiscal analysis.  The plan has been completed in 

2004 and presents recommendations for the planning period that extends from 2005 to 2010. 

 

1.2 DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION 

 

Each of the five solid waste programs plus system administration was individually evaluated before the SWMP 

was developed.  For the Landfill, Collection & Administration and HHW Programs this entailed an analysis of 

current operations and identification of key program recommendations for improvement.  For the Green Waste 

and Recycling Programs, multiple program expansion options were evaluated.  One primary recommendation was 

made for future implementation in these programs, and was subsequently evaluated in greater detail.  

Additionally, recommendations for expanding the City’s current public outreach program were developed.  The 

results of these analyses were developed in discrete technical memoranda, which are included in the SWMP as 

Appendices D through I.   

 

The SWMP itself serves as an executive summary of the five program evaluations, and considers all of the 

programs as one integrated solid waste system.  This integration considers not only overlapping operations but a 

system-wide fee schedule that provides an equitable level of service and establishes price signals that encourage 

County residents to prioritize diversion of their green waste and recyclables over other options. 

 

1.3 QUALIFIERS FOR PLAN DEVELOPMENT 

 

The SWMP was based on the operational and fiscal information (including the FY2004/2005 budget) collected 

and developed by the City for the last several years.  Where data was not available in sufficient detail to complete 

the necessary analyses, assumptions and adjustments were made that best reflected program knowledge.  In some 

cases these assumptions could be supported by what other Utah or Colorado communities were observing, or by 

general standards of the industry.  In some instances, the assumptions could not be fully substantiated and were 

noted as such. 

 

While every effort was made to utilize the best possible information, using assumptions in any analysis introduces 

the potential for error.  It is strongly recommended that the City continue with its plans to establish a detailed 

baseline of quantity and fiscal data for each program in 2005.  This information should subsequently be used to 

check projections and estimates which describe future program parameters. 
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2.0 

 BACKGROUND  

 

Cache County Service Area No. 1 was established by an ordinance of the Cache County Commission in 1973.  

The purpose of the ordinance was to centralize collection and disposal of waste for the nineteen communities and 

unincorporated area within Cache County.  This includes Logan, Newton, Amalga, Richmond, Smithfield, 

Hyrum, Cornish, Paradise, Nibley, Hyde Park, Clarkston, Lewiston, Millville, River Heights, Wellsville, North 

Logan, Providence, Trenton, and Mendon.  The terms of the ordinance addressed frequency, general management 

and fee constraints for services provided. 

 

Since the time of CSA No. 1’s formation, the governing body for Cache County (which is now named the Cache 

County Commission), the Board of Trustees, sits as the governing body of the service area.  CSA No. 1 

established a Solid Waste Advisory Board in 1991, and the SWAB continues today in its advisory role on all 

aspects of solid waste management, including rate setting.   

 

CSA No.1 contracted with the City of Logan to provide collection and disposal service at the Logan Landfill for 

all of Cache County.  These services are rendered in accordance with a fee schedule which is restricted to 

increases no more than once per year.  In order to obtain an increase, the City of Logan presents a proposed rate 

schedule to SWAB for review and final decisions rest with County Council, sitting as the Board of Trustees for 

CSA No. 1.   

 

2.1 POLITICAL BACKGROUND  

 

A detailed summary of the political background between the City and County is provided in Appendix A.  Given 

the lengthy history of working together, it is reasonable to assume that solid waste management will continue as a 

cooperative County-wide program under the direction of the City of Logan’s Environmental Department, and the 

economies of scale for a larger waste stream may be realized.  There are several policy implications for the five-

year SWMP, however:   

 Cities other than Logan lack ordinances for commercial container enclosure standards, including solid 

waste management personnel in the review of site plans for new construction, and standards such as 

removing residential containers from the curb 

 SWAB must review recommendations to improve the solid waste system and any related the rate 

implications – subsequently the Board of Trustees for CSA No. 1. must consider SWAB’s 

recommendation along with the data and any other recommendations for final approval 

 The mechanism for CSA No. 1 to enforce the sole collection rights granted to the City of Logan is not in 

place 

 The oversight for the City of Logan’s own solid waste programs is through CSA No. 1 and not directly 

controlled by the City Council 

 There is not a system of enforcement in place to protect against scavenging recyclables 

 Enforcement for illegal dumping is somewhat limited unless severe enough to draw the attention of the 

Utah Department of Environmental Quality or the Bear River Health Department 
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2.3 DEMOGRAPHICS & POPULATION 

 

Key demographic and population information obtained from 2000 U.S. Census, Utah Governor’s Office of 

Planning and Budget, the Cache County Office of Countywide Planning includes and the City of Logan 

Environmental Department include: 

 The County projects a growth rate of 2% annually through 2030 – the 2005 and 2010 projections are 

101,800 and 116,000, respectively 

 The average projected household size for 2005 and beyond is 3.17 persons  

 The population density is about 176 persons per square mile outside of the Cache National Forest (which 

occupies about 50% of the County’s land mass) 

 The total number of County households projected is 32,200 and 36,500 in 2005 and 2010, respectively – 

27.4% of these are multi-family units County-wide (however in the City of Logan itself there are 

currently 56.3% multi-family units) 

 Slightly more than 41% of the County population is less than 18 years of age – while just over 7% are 

more than 65 years of age 

 The median household income is $39,730 per year 

 The total County land area is 1,165 square miles and is largely agricultural – approximately 50% of this is 

the Cache National Forest 

 There were approximately 2,700 businesses licensed in Cache County in 2003 

 The largest County employers are educational institutions (the Utah State University and Research 

Foundation employs 2,000); the Logan Regional Hospital (more than 500 employees); and food 

processing industry (four primary companies employ 250 to 1,000 people each) 

 

There is a central corridor, the Logan Urbanized Area that has a higher population density than the rest of the 

County (about 875 persons per square mile).  This area includes Smithfield, Hyde Park, North Logan, Logan, 

River Heights, Providence, Nibley and Millville.  The concentration of services occurs in this area.  With some of 

its newer curbside collection services (green waste and recycling), the City of Logan has concentrated on 

subscribers in this area.  As the success of these programs as grown, Logan has also extended service to Hyrum in 

addition to the other eight communities in what the SWMP refers to as the Modified Urban Area (or MUA). 

 

Supporting data on Cache County demographics and population are included in Appendix A.  Appendix B 

includes annual population and housing projections developed as part of the SWMP for each year of the planning 

period, as well as historical and estimated future waste quantities.  Specific population and housing projections 

are provided for the County and smaller service areas. 
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3.0 

CURRENT SOLID WASTE SYSTEM SUMMARY 

 

3.1 CURRENT SYSTEM 

 

The key components of the Environmental Department’s solid waste programs as they are currently operated are 

described in Table 1.  The City’s solid waste system is unusually comprehensive in that it encompasses all 

components of solid waste management – from collection to recycling/composting to disposal of trash materials.  

Two of the programs, Landfill and HHW, are focused on the operation of facilities at the Logan Landfill Campus 

(see Figure 1).  The Collection, Green Waste and Waste Reduction Programs, however, all have multiple 

components that serve different waste generator groups (i.e., residences or businesses).  The Green Waste 

Program also operates a facility on the landfill campus. 

 

Each program plus the Department’s administrative functions have been individually detailed in the technical 

memoranda attached to the SWMP (note that the Collection and Administrative Programs have considerable 

overlap and have been evaluated together).  A brief summary of each program is included in the text and tables 

that follow.  Note that the Department also operates a Wetlands Program which is not evaluated in the SWMP 

with the exception of its role in the current and future Department budget. 

 

3.1.1 Landfill  

 

Appendix D includes a detailed summary and analysis of the Environmental Department’s Landfill Program.  The 

City’s Landfill is the primary component of this program and is located within the Logan Landfill Campus (see 

Figure LF-1).  Key features and issues of note for this program are described below. 

 

1. Landfill Program is fully compliant with state regulations and enjoys a high standard of daily operations.  The 

program currently includes: 

 95-acre sanitary cell (Class I permit) for municipal solid waste (MSW) – unlined and ineligible for 

expansion under existing siting regulations 

 10-acre construction and demolition debris cell (Class IVb) permit 

 Location within a campus that also includes a main scale/scale house, Green Waste Facility, Household 

Hazardous Waste (HHW) Facility, recyclables drop site, maintenance shop, temporary offices and 

miscellaneous storage 

 Management of a total of 109,200 total tons in 2003 (see Figure 2) 

 Acceptance of trash, recyclables (including tires and pallets) – as well as green waste, HHW and 

construction debris centrally located within the Logan Landfill Campus 

 Closure and post-closure planning and funding in place pursuant to Utah Department of Environmental 

Quality (UDEQ) requirements 

 Initial siting for a new landfill has been completed and conceptual planning for transfer operations at the 

current Landfill Campus is underway 
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Figure 2 

Sources of Landfill Tons in 2003 
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2. Key management issues: 

 Department’s FY2004/05 budget did not include revenues for disposing commercial trash (front loads) or 

residential trash (automated loads) – this was estimated to be $1.35M for landfill costs in Collection 

Program fees 

 Once an adjustment to the Landfill budget is made to show $1.35M as revenue and the same as a cost to 

the Collection Program, the Landfill Program is projected to have a net revenues of $1.11M in 2005 

 Verification of in-place density was recently completed that met compaction goals, but compaction rates 

need to be tracked regularly, and cell life adjustments made as needed (compaction for the Class IVb cell 

is still needed) 

 Training program requires better tracking  

 Conditions merit increased efforts to control blowing litter 

 

3. Key areas for improvement include: 

 Need to implement full-cost accounting for Landfill Program that 1) addresses all costs and revenues that 

accrue to landfill operations, and 2) are separate from collection, green waste, recycling and HHW 

activities 

 Capacity to improve traffic flow through the Landfill Campus by considering future transfer operations, 

bringing an idled scale house on line at the Green Waste Facility, and the ability to make the collection of 

HHW mobile (and therefore supervised) within the campus 

 Need to verify that the current rate of land depreciation is sufficient to accrue funds for transfer station 

and landfill purchases and development (estimated at $2/ton in 2005)  

 Need to create a line item expenditure in the Program’s budget for closure and post-closure fund accrual  

 Revision of accrual rates for closure and new facilities if the Logan Landfill is redesigned or if new 

regulations affect continued facility operation 

 

3.1.2 Collection & Administration 

 

Given their overlapping duties and services, the Department’s collection and administrative services were 

evaluated together in Appendix E.  The core activity out of this combined program is the collection of the 

County’s waste materials.  At this time, the collection of trash, green waste and recyclables – and the customer 
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service needs associated with these collections - are all coordinated by the Collection & Administrative Program.  

Key features and management issues for this combined are listed below. 

 

1.    Collection & Administration currently includes: 

    Contract between the County Service Area No. 1 and City of Logan – for City’s sole right to provide 

collection, diversion and landfilling services to Cache County 

 Mandatory trash collection - complete residential, commercial, and roll-off services 

 Monthly billing to cities and direct billing to Logan customers 

    Miscellaneous short-term container and rental services (including construction/demolition debris) 

    Subscription-based collection of residential green waste and recyclables (see Sections 3.1.3 and 3.1.4) 

 Department organization in shown in Figure 3   

 

Figure 3 
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2.    Key management issues include: 

 Cost of collecting green waste and recycling (excepting residential containers) have historically been 

tracked within the Collection Program and not attributed to the respective diversion programs – 13% of 

the routes managed within the Collection Program are for the collection of green waste and 15% are for 

recyclables (see Figure 4) 

     After making adjustments to the Collection Program budget for the costs of landfilling waste, and 

collecting green waste and recycling (adjustments are noted in Sections 3.1.1, 3.1.3 and 3.1.4), 

Collections is expected to have a revenue-positive balance of about $2.30M in 2005 

     Need to increase route efficiency and safety during the planning period through greater involvement of 

the crew chiefs 

     Revise rates for commercial and roll-off collection to improve the revenue position, encourage 

efficiencies, and become more equitable with residential fees 

 

3.    Key areas for improvement include: 

 Need to provide support to the Environmental Director in the form of an administrative analyst position 

    Need for commercial recycling fees to provide equity with residential recycling 

 Incentives for residential recycling – such as with variable rates 

 Increased staffing and resources to provide increased and timely communication with drivers  

    Standards for services and customer requirements including illegal dumping and scavenging in 

collaboration with the Bear River Health Department 

 Conditions for non-City service and fees  

 Full-cost accounting and track specific reserve accruals for all programs including Collections 

 Centralized customer service issues to one point of contact and streamline billing procedures 
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 Track material quantities by fiscal year in addition to calendar year  

 

Figure 4 

Current System-Wide Collection Routes 
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3.1.3 Green Waste  

 

The Green Waste Program was analyzed in the Green Waste Technical Memo (Appendix F).  The Green Waste 

Program includes both collection and the operation of a compost facility.  Features and issues important to the 

future of Green Waste are listed below. 

 

1. Green Waste currently includes: 

 Subscription-based curbside collection – for single-family homes in the Modified Urban Area 

(Smithfield, Hyde Park, North Logan, Logan, River Heights, Providence, Nibley, Millville and Hyrum) 

 Acceptance of green waste (including pallets) from self-haulers and users of the drop site system (18 of 

the 22 drop sites accept green waste) 

 Operation of the Green Waste Facility located at the Logan Landfill – and based on windrow technology 

 Production of eight mulch and compost products at prices ranges from $3 to $15/cubic yard 

 Diversion from landfill disposal in 2003 of over 6,100 tons of green waste – or about 8.5% of the total 

tons of municipal solid waste generated within the County (Figure 5 indicates an approximate breakdown 

of the sources of green waste tons based on an analysis of the data in Appendix F) 

 

2. Key management issues includes: 

 All collection equipment and resources (excepting residential containers) have historically been tracked 

within the Collection Program and not attributed to Green Waste – 13% of the routes managed within the 

Collection Program are for the collection of green waste 

 Tracking of green waste diverted from the residential, commercial and drop-site collections are 

approximate and often do not distinguish between types of generators 

 After attributing costs of green waste collection from the Collection to the Green Waste Program, Green 

Waste is expected to have a fiscal short-fall of about $1.65M in 2005 
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3. Key areas for improvement include: 

 As the curbside collection increases the cost and revenues associated with Green Waste will also increase 

– simultaneously drop site and trash collection costs will be reduced (as these quantities decrease) and  

landfill revenues will shrink 

 Need for establishing price signals for residential and commercial waste generators that create an 

incentive to separate green waste from their trash  

 Facility growth to accommodate processing 2010 quantities 

 Need for a capital acquisition plan to accrue funds for new equipment (primarily collection vehicles and 

containers) 

 

Based on historical data through 2003 and knowledge of the program status during 2004, a projection of program 

descriptors for the 2005 base year has been developed in Table 2.  Appendix F evaluated minor ways to improve 

the management of this growing program with a primary recommendation developed as the “biggest bang for the 

buck” as far as increasing green waste diversion; with secondary suggestions to support the primary program 

recommendation; and several ancillary program improvements.   

 

Figure 5 

Approximate Sources of Green Waste Tons in 2003 
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3.1.4 Waste Reduction  

 

This program was analyzed in the Waste Reduction Technical Memo (Appendix G).  Of special note for Waste 

Reduction is the introduction of the City’s new residential curbside recycling program in May 2004.  As a result 

of this recent implementation, the City is using 2004 to gauge the success of curbside collection for recyclables 

and begin collecting data on quantities diverted and costs.  Key features and management and issues important to 

the future of Waste Reduction are listed below. 

 

1. Waste Reduction currently includes: 

 Subscription-based curbside collection - for single-family homes in the Modified Urban Area 

 Commercial recycling (primarily cardboard) – for about 750 (clustered) businesses throughout the County 

 Management of 22 drop-site located throughout the County 
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 Availability of a private manufacturer (Mountain Fiber Insulation) willing to accept and process the 

County’s recyclables 

 Diversion from landfill disposal in 2003 of nearly 3,500 tons of recyclables – or about 3.2% of the total 

tons of municipal solid waste generated within the County (Figure 6 indicates an approximate breakdown 

of the sources of green waste tons based on an analysis of the data in Appendix G) 

 

2. Key management issues include: 

 Similar to Green Waste, all collection equipment and resources (excepting residential containers) for 

Waste Reduction have historically been tracked within Collection – however, 15% of the routes managed 

within the Collection Program are for the collection of recyclables 

 Lack of precise data on quantities collected  

 After attributing costs of recyclables collection from the Collection to the Waste Reduction Program, 

Waste Reduction is expected to have a fiscal short-fall of about $1.07M 

 

 

Figure 6 

Approximate Sources of Recyclable Tons in 2003 
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3. Key areas for improvement include the same as those noted for Green Waste: 

 Additionally, the 2004 subscription program has been very popular and has grown rapidly – it is likely 

that a larger percentage of the County would be receptive to curbside collection of both recyclables and 

green waste 

 With the new ability to recycle from their homes, need to accommodate residents who request reduced 

trash collection service  

 Need for establishing price signals for residential and commercial waste generators that create an 

incentive to recycle – Appendix G noted that in the Utah communities that have implemented mandatory 

recycling participation has been moderate (these governments have largely relied on flat, fixed rates that 

do not send a price signal) 

 Need for a capital acquisition plan to accrue funds for new equipment (primarily collection vehicles and 

containers) 

 

Based on historical data through 2003 and knowledge of the program status during 2004, a projection of program 

descriptors for the 2005 base year has been developed in Table 3.  Appendix G evaluated minor ways to improve 

the management of this growing program with a primary recommendation developed as the “biggest bang for the 
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buck” as far as increasing recycling; with secondary suggestions to support the primary program 

recommendation; and several ancillary program improvements.   

 

3.1.5 Household Hazardous Waste  

 

The HHW Program was described in the Household Hazardous Waste Technical Memo (Appendix H).  This 

program was modified in 2003 as a permanent facility located at the Logan Landfill.  Prior to that time it had been 

operated as a series of satellite collection events.  Issues important to the future of HHW management in Cache 

County are listed below. 

 

1. HHW Program currently includes: 

 The acceptance of household quantities of hazardous wastes from Cache County residences – it is 

expected that about 0.03% of the total County waste stream will be managed as HHW in 2005 (Appendix 

B, Table 5) 

 Material collected in 2003 includes (in decreasing order of quantity by volume) – used oil; miscellaneous 

aerosols, acids, bases, corrosives, oxidizers, etc.; latex paint; toxic solids and liquids; flammable solids 

and liquids; and used anti-freeze (see Figure 7) 

 A permanent facility located at the Logan Landfill – which includes several mobile containment units 

used to process and store hazardous materials 

 Contract with hazardous material transporter on an as-needed basis for collection and off-site 

management of HHW materials 

 

2. Key management issues includes: 

 All labor and equipment needed to operate the HHW Facility have historically been tracked within the 

Landfill Program and not attributed to HHW  

 Control of materials delivered to the facility can be inconsistent 

 Program earns no consistent revenues and expects to have a fiscal short-fall of about $0.34M in 2005 

 

3. Key areas for improvement include: 

 Access to the HHW facility is not convenient for outlying areas of the County 

 Address the currently limited options for businesses who generate small quantities of hazardous wastes 

 Facility growth needed to process 2010 quantities 

 

Figure 7 

HHW Materials Collected in 2003 (by volume) 
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3.2 DEPARTMENT ASSET MANAGEMENT  

 

Table 4 includes a detailed list of all of the Department’s solid waste equipment assets.  The table differentiates 

whether the equipment belongs to the Landfill or other programs and itemizes for each unit the purchase date and 

cost; the annual maintenance cost; the expected replacement date and projected replacement cost in today’s 

dollars.  This information is used throughout the SWMP and appendices to calculate future program costs and 

also to formulate a recommendation for the City’s establishment of a capital accrual plan for future purchases.  

Table 4 is a useful tool for verifying the adequacy of equipment depreciation through the planning period. 

 

3.3 DEPARTMENT BASE BUDGET 

 

Table 5 includes a summary of the adjusted FY2004/2005 Base Budget.  This budget has been developed from the 

FY2005/2005 budget developed for the Environmental Department, which includes both the multi-component 

solid waste system and wetlands operations.  It also includes both direct and indirect costs – meaning that both 

program-specific costs and Department-wide costs shared by each program (i.e., Environmental Center building, 

administrative overhead and General Fund transfers) are included for each program.   

 

The following adjustments and assumptions have been made to the Department’s fiscal budget to develop a 

working calendar year baseline of costs and revenues on a program-specific basis: 

 Adjustment between Landfill and Collection Programs – moved $1.35M in costs from the Collections 

budget (by expensing it from Collections and crediting it to Landfill) to be consistent between landfill tip 

fees collected by Collections and the costs of disposal incurred by Landfill  

 Adjustment for land purchase – the fixed asset purchase for property for the new landfill of $0.50M was 

not included in the base budget (assumed to be a reserve transfer from the existing landfill’s depreciation 

funds) 

 Adjustment between Collections, Green Waste and Waste Reduction Programs – moved $0.65M to Green 

Waste and $0.75M to Waste Reduction to allocated collection costs to appropriate programs 

 Addition of new equipment and container costs for the Green Waste and Waste Reduction Programs – 

Appendices F and G included depreciated costs but not lump sum purchase 

 Similarly allocated new container purchases between Collections, Green Waste and Waste Reduction 

instead of allocating solely to Collection Program 

 Adjustment for mid-year capital – any capital for replacement equipment (versus new equipment) is 

deleted from the base budget as it was assumed to be covered by existing depreciation funds (included 

replacement equipment for Collection) 

 Added depreciation for any new (versus replacement) equipment included in budget forecast 

 Added projected 2005 revenues from current subscription recycling collection 

 

As noted in Table 5, the Collections and Landfill Programs are expected to be revenue-positive in 2005.  These 

programs subsidize the Green Waste, Waste Reduction, HHW and Wetlands Programs, which are all projected to 

have net costs next year (the later two programs generate no consistent revenues at this time) next year.  Based on 

the budget modifications noted above, the overall Logan Solid Waste System is expected to operate in 2005 with 

a surplus of $0.17M.  This surplus for contingency is consistent with prudent financial management.  Figure 8 

indicates the relative costs and revenues for each of the Department’s programs. 
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Figure 8 

Logan Environmental Department 

2005 Base Budget 
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The 2005 Base Budget forms the basis for the program-specific and system-wide projections developed for each 

subsequent year of the SWMP (and discussed in Section 11).  There are many variables and assumptions in the 

base budget - information available to support some of the modifications was approximate at best.  In particular, 

it is recommended that the Department review the allocation adjustments made between programs as it 

introduces full-cost accounting into place over the next few years, and subsequently refine the base and future 

year budget assumptions as necessary. 
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4.0 

LANDFILL PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS  

 

4.1 RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

The Landfill Program is not proposed to be expanded during the planning period.  Recommendations were 

detailed in Appendix D and are summarized in Table 6.  They center on minor operational changes, accruing 

funds for developing new transfer and landfill capacity, and improving financial tracking and reporting.  Staffing 

levels are assumed to be adequate through the planning period, with the exception of a new budget analyst whose 

costs will be shared with the Collection Program.  Equipment needs will be replacement only.  Therefore, landfill 

costs are projected to increase as a function of inflation.  Expenses for the new transfer station and replacement 

landfill are assumed to be accrued in, and expended from, the Enterprise Reserve.   

 

Landfill recommendations are detailed in Table 6. 
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5.0 

COLLECTION & ADMINISTRATIVE PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS 

 

 5.1 RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

There are no proposals to significantly expand the refuse collection division and the administrative division of the 

Collection & Administrative Program during the planning period.  Recommendations center upon reviewing and 

revising commercial collection rates more in keeping with benchmarking and as an incentive to increase 

commercial collection; increasing the involvement of the crew chiefs in assessing opportunities for efficiency and 

to increase safety training; charging for the costs of commercial waste reduction similar to how it is charged in the 

residential sector; introducing efficiencies to administration through better software interfaces; adding more staff 

to match the demands of the Environmental Department’s programs and their growth; and to initiate full cost 

accounting at the program level.  Collection costs are anticipated to increase with inflation.  Equipment 

acquisitions will be limited to replacing existing units, and will be funded through the collection depreciation 

account in the Department Enterprise Reserves.   

 

Collection & Administrative Program recommendations are detailed in Table 7. 
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6.0 

GREEN WASTE PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS 

 

6.1 RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

In the Green Waste Technical Memo (Appendix F), several possible program enhancements were considered, 

including mandatory curbside green waste collection for all County and Modified Urban Area residents in single-

family homes; voluntary food waste composting by County businesses; and banning green waste from disposal in 

the Logan Landfill.  These options were evaluated in terms of quantity of green waste potentially diverted and 

cost of program implementation.   

 

It was determined by the City that mandatory curbside collection in all Cache County single-family homes was 

the preferred alternative for expanding the program.  As a result, the following recommendations are made for the 

five-year planning period (and presented in decreasing order of priority): 

 

1. Expansion of Current Subscription Curbside Collection – to a County-wide mandatory collection for all 

single-family homes (suggested implementation period 2006 through 2008). 

 

2. Reduction of the Number of Drop Sites Accepting Green Waste – and eventually eliminate this service over 

the planning period, replacing with expanded curbside service and free clean-up collections each spring. 

 

3. Implementation of a Disposal Ban for Green Waste (later in the planning period) – once County residents 

have become comfortable with the curbside program, a disposal ban will allow the County to obtain a high 

level of diversion of all possible green waste materials. 

 

4. Completion of Planned City Expansion to Green Waste Facility & Streamline Production – including bringing 

the facility on-line, refining the number of products processed at the facility and establishing rates that are 

more in-line with what the market will bear. 

 

5. Miscellaneous Suggestions – which are aimed at improving the efficiency and effectiveness of the Green 

Waste Program. 

 

These recommendations are described in Table 8 in terms of the quantity diverted, estimated costs and revenues. 

 

6.2 SYSTEM-WIDE IMPACT OF IMPLEMENTING RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Diverting more green waste from disposal has the following benefits: 

 Salvaging value from a previously-disposed material  

 Preservation of landfill space (delays the need to construct new, capitally-intensive landfill and transfer 

station infrastructure) 
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 Production of more revenue-generating compost and mulch (at a proposed rate that varies from $17 to 

26/ton) 

 Increased generation of self-hauled tons (producing revenue at proposed rate of $13.50/ton) 

 

But diversion also has disadvantages including: 

 Increased collection costs (which can be considered equal to the trash collection costs it displaces) 

 Increased composting costs (which is estimated to be $10/ton for equipment maintenance and labor only) 

 Loss of landfill tip fee revenue (at $27/ton) 

 

6.2.1 Impacts of Green Waste Diversion on Disposal  

 

Status Quo = No Changes 

The status quo Green Waste Program equates to the current program that is not expanded or improved between 

now and 2010 (i.e., current activities and services changes only in response to a growing population).  If no 

improvements are made to the status quo, the City of Logan can expect to divert and manage about 9,700 tons of 

material at its Green Waste Facility in 2010 (Appendix B, Table F).  This quantity equates to 8.5% of the 

estimated tons of total MSW generated by the County in 2010. 

 

Recommended Program Changes = Status Quo Modified with Expanded County-Wide Curbside Collection 

(2006) and Green Waste Disposal Ban (2009-2010) 

Alternatively, if the City implements the program changes identified in Table 8, approximately 20,080 tons (or 

17.5% of the total MSW tons) could be diverted at the end of the planning period.  This diversion is based on 

(refer to Figure Y and Appendix E’s Section GW-5.4): 

 9,280 tons through an expanded County-wide mandatory curbside collection 

 4,900 tons through green waste and pallets brought to the Landfill Campus by self-haulers 

 5,900 tons through implementation of a disposal ban 

 

Figure 9 

Estimated Sources of Green Waste Tons in 2010 
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Figure 9 illustrates this composition.  While there are many assumptions built in to this projected increase, it is 

obvious that the City’s program can notably increase (on the order of at least two times) the quantity of materials 
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that can be diverted from landfill disposal.  With the implementation of a landfill ban, it is estimated that about 

95% of the total quantity of green waste generation in the County by 2010 will be captured by this program. 

 

6.2.2 Impacts on Green Waste Program Budget 

 

The direct costs of the recommended improvements to the Green Waste Program are included in Table 8.  These 

estimates include: 

 County-wide curbside program – net revenue of $437,900 per year in 2010  

 Implementing a green waste disposal ban – net cost of ($215,100) 

 Establish green waste tip fees – revenues of $66,200 

 Increase product pricing – revenue of $41,300 (in addition to that included in curbside and ban estimates) 

 Reduce/eliminate green waste drop sites – savings of about $406,000 

 Bring green waste scale on line – cost of ($9,200) 

 

Table 8 indicates that the direct costs of the program recommendations and suggested improvements are expected 

to generate revenues that exceed costs.  However, indirect costs (program share of Environmental Center 

building, administrative overhead, General Fund transfer costs, etc.) are not included in this analysis. 

 

Additionally, the City plans to make expand the Green Waste Facility in three phases.  At least two of these 

phases are expected to occur in the planning period, but be completed prior to 2010.  These amounts are not 

included in the above listing but are defined in Table 12.   

 

Finally, it should be noted that the revenue calculation for curbside collection is based on the current household 

fee of $48 per year.  Section 11 addresses how these direct costs and revenues roll up into the overall Green Waste 

Program and Department budget.  This section subsequently considers the City’s need to reconsider its services 

fees, its program cost allocations and general accounting approach. 

 

6.2.3 Impacts to Other Solid Waste Programs 

 

Decreased Collection Program Costs – It is assumed that the cost savings observed by the Collection Program for 

trash diverted as green waste in the future will be off set by the increased collection costs in the Green Waste 

Program.  The Collection and Green Waste Programs will both benefit from the reduction of drop site collection 

and management (this is quantified as a $406,000 savings by 2010). 

 

Decreased Landfill Program Revenues – If the recommended program improvements are made, nearly 21,000 

tons could be diverted through the Green Waste Program in 2010.  This equates to $542,200 in lost tip fee 

revenue to the Landfill Program.  In terms of a net difference from the status quo program, the differential in tons 

is about 10,400 tons, which represents $280,800 in lost revenues. 
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7.0 

WASTE REDUCTION PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS 

 

7.1 RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

In the Waste Reduction Technical Memo (Appendix G), several possible program enhancements were considered, 

including mandatory curbside recyclables collection for all County residents in single-family homes (both single-

stream and dual stream); mandatory curbside collection for all single-family residents in the Modified Urban 

Area; voluntary curbside collection for multi-family homes in complexes with less than 10 units; and an expanded 

commercial recycling program.  These options were evaluated in terms of quantity of recyclables potentially 

diverted and cost of program implementation.   

 

It was determined by the City that mandatory curbside collection in all Cache County single-family homes was 

the preferred alternative for expanding the program.  As a result, the following recommendations are prioritized 

for the City over the next five years (in decreasing order of priority): 

 

1. Expansion of Current Subscription Curbside Collection – to a County-wide mandatory collection for all 

single-family homes (suggested implementation period 2006 through 2008). 

 

2. Expansion of Commercial Recycling – to get more businesses and institutions (schools recycling more 

quantity of paper). 

 

3. Reduction of the Number of Drop Sites Accepting Recyclables – to six sites (including the Logan Landfill 

site) to collect primarily color-sorted glass (which will not be included in the curbside program) and some 

recyclables from large multi-family units. 

 

4. Addition of Multi-Family Curbside Collection – to all complexes with less than 10 units. 

 

These recommendations are described in Table 9 in terms of quantity diverted, estimated costs and revenues. 

 

7.2 SYSTEM-WIDE IMPACT OF IMPLEMENTING RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

As noted in Section 6.2, there are several strong benefits to waste diversion programs as well as some 

disadvantages – and many of these are the same as those listed for green waste.  Unlike for the Green Waste 

Program, the City of Logan will not directly produce revenue-generating end-products from recycling, but will 

instead continue to sell recyclables to an intermediate processor who will sort, clean and prepare the materials for 

sale to a re-manufacturer (or in the case of Mountain Fiber Insulation will both process and re-manufacture some 

of the recyclables themselves).  The City expects to net a profit (about $15/ton) for the sale of recyclables to the 

processor).  There will also be no self-haul of recyclables in the County beyond the use of about six drop-sites, 
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which will be limited primarily to glass.  Drop sites are operated at a cost by the City – with the expansion of both 

residential and commercial programs over the next five years, these will be reduced from a total of 22 sites in 

2004 to 6 in 2006, and corresponding price savings.  The disadvantages of recycling are also similar to those 

listed in Section 6.2, although there will be no cost of processing the materials at a City facility. 

 

7.2.1 Impacts of Recycling on Disposal 

 

Status Quo = No Changes 

The status quo Waste Reduction Program equates to the current program that is not expanded or improved 

between now and 2010 (i.e., if current activities and services changes only in response to a growing population).  

If no improvements are made to the status quo, the City of Logan can expect to manage about 3,900 tons of 

recyclables in 2010 (Appendix B, Table F).  This quantity equates to 3.4% of the estimated tons of total MSW 

generated by the County in 2010. 

   

Recommended Program Changes = Status Quo Modified with Expanded County-Wide Curbside (2006), Addition 

of Multi-Family Recycling (2006) and Expanded Commercial (2005) 

Alternatively, if the City implements the program changes identified in Table 9 including County-wide single- 

and multi-family curbside collection, expanded commercial paper recycling and a reduced drop site system that 

focuses on glass – the projected diversion rate for 2010 is about 15,100 tons (or 13.2% of the total MSW tons).  

While there are many assumptions built in to this projected increase (some of which can be substantiated and 

some of which cannot), it is obvious that the City’s program can notably increase (on the order of at least three 

times) the quantity of materials that can be diverted from landfill disposal.  

 

Figure 10 

Estimated Sources of Recyclable Tons in 2010 
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7.2.2 Impact on Waste Reduction Program Budget 

 

The direct costs of the recommended improvements to the Waste Reduction Program are included in Table 9.  

These estimates include: 

 County-wide curbside program – net revenue of $1,527,200 per year in 2010  

 Adding multi-family recycling – net revenue of $115,700 per year in 2010 

 Expand commercial recycling – net cost of ($87,900) per year in 2010 

 Reduce drop sites for recycling from 22 to 6 – avoided costs of $348,000 in 2010 

 

Table 9 indicates that the direct costs of the program recommendations and suggested improvements are expected 

to generate revenues that exceed costs.  However, indirect costs (program share of Environmental Center 

building, administrative overhead, General Fund transfer costs, etc.) are not included in this analysis. 

 

It should be noted that the revenue calculation for curbside collection is based on the current household fee of $72 

per year for single-family units and an assume $48/year for multi-family units.  Section 11 addresses how these 

direct costs and revenues roll up into the overall Waste Reduction Program and Department budget.  This section 

subsequently considers the City’s need to reconsider its services fees, its program cost allocations and general 

accounting approach. 

 

7.2.3 Impacts to Other Solid Waste Programs 

 

Decreased Collection Program Costs – It is assumed that the cost savings observed by the Collection Program for 

trash diverted as recyclables in the future will be off set by the increased collection costs in the Waste Reduction 

Program.  The Collection and Waste Reduction Programs will both benefit from the reduction of drop site 

collection and management (this is quantified as a $348,000 savings by 2010). 

 

Decreased Landfill Program Revenues – If the recommended program improvements are made, over 15,000 tons 

could be diverted through the Waste Reduction Program in 2010.  This equates to $408,200 in lost tip fee revenue 

to the Landfill Program.  In terms of a net difference from the status quo program, the differential in tons is about 

11,200 tons, which represents $302,400 in lost revenues. 
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8.0 

HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

8.1 RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

In the Household Hazardous Waste Technical Memo (Appendix H), three possible program enhancements were 

considered.  As it is important to the City to maximize control of hazardous wastes, each of these options was 

evaluated in terms of quantity of recyclables potentially diverted and cost of program implementation (refer to 

Table 10).   

 

1. Addition of Satellite Collection Events – to increase access to the City’s HHW program in more remote areas 

of Cache County. 

 

2. Begin Accepting Hazardous Waste from Conditionally-Exempt Small Quantity Generators – to provide these 

small business CESQGs with a cost-effective management alternative. 

 

3. Expansion of Existing HHW Facility – to accommodate 2010 tons and materials generated by the addition of 

satellite and conditionally-exempt small quantity generator collection. 

 

8.2 SYSTEM-WIDE IMPACT OF IMPLEMENTING RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Residences and CESQG generators of hazardous waste are subject to less stringent state and federal regulations 

than other generators (e.g., household quantities of hazardous waste may be disposed of in the Logan Landfill in 

compliance with UDEQ).  These materials are still hazardous waste, however, no matter how small the quantity.  

As a result, the Environmental Department recognizes the need to divert as many of these materials from disposal 

in the unlined Logan Landfill and is willing to pay the cost of HHW management at a compliant facility, which is 

notably more expensive than landfilling these materials.   

 

8.2.1 HHW Diversion 

 

Appendix SWMP-B (Table F) indicates that if the current HHW Program is not expanded or improved between 

now and 2010 (i.e., if current activities and services changes only in response to a growing population), the City 

of Logan can expect to manage about 80 tons of HHW in 2010.  This represents 0.03% of the estimated tons of 

total MSW generated by the County in 2010. 

   

Alternatively, if the City implements all three program changes identified in Table 10, the projected diversion rate 

for 2010 of 150 tons represents a 0.1% diversion rate.  While there are many assumptions built in to this projected 

increase (some of which can be substantiated and some of which cannot), it is obvious that the City’s program can 
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notably increase (on the order of at least three times) the quantity of materials that can be diverted from landfill 

disposal.  

 

8.2.2 Impact on HHW Program Budget 

 

The direct costs of the recommended improvements to the HHW Program are included in Table 10.  These 

estimates include: 

 Adding satellite collection – cost of ($21,800) in 2010  

 Acceptance of CESQG materials – net revenue of $390 in 2010  

 Expansion of HHW facility to accommodate all tons – cost of ($1,010,800) costs per year in 2010  

 

As noted for the previous programs, Table 10 indicates direct costs of the program recommendations and 

suggested improvements only.  Indirect costs (program share of Environmental Center building, administrative 

overhead, General Fund transfer costs, etc.) are not included in this analysis.  Section 11 addresses how these 

direct costs and revenues roll up into the overall HHW Program and Department budget.  This section 

subsequently considers the City’s need to reconsider its services fees, its program cost allocations and general 

accounting approach. 

 

8.2.3 Impacts to Other Solid Waste Programs 

 

The diversion of 150 tons from the Logan Landfill will represent about $4,100 in lost tip fee revenues in 2010.  

Relative to the status quo scenario (which is expected to capture 80 tons of HHW), the net in lost revenues would 

be $1,900. 
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9.0 

WASTE DIVERSION OPTIONS & GOAL 

 

 

Sections 6, 7 and 8 discussed the advantages and disadvantages of diverting green waste, recyclables and HHW 

landfill disposal.  The advantages are both qualitative and quantitative and relate to the fact that the Logan 

Landfill is a precious resource who replacement will be delayed by burying less wastes; that green waste and 

recyclables have value that can be captured if they are reused, recycled and re-manufactured, or composted; and 

that HHW has alternative (and often preferable) management options to landfilling.  As noted in these sections, 

disadvantages associated with diverting these materials pertain primarily to accruing revenues to different 

programs than has been historically practiced and the notably higher cost of managing HHW away from the 

landfill. 

 

9.1 CURRENT CACHE COUNTY DIVERSION ESTIMATION 

 

It is important to note that the City has historically defined “waste diversion” as the amount of material that is not 

disposed of in the Class I cell at the Logan Landfill and utilizes its limited remaining capacity.  In other words, the 

tons of construction and demolition debris buried in the Class IVb cell have been counted towards diversion. 

 

In 2003, 129,300 total tons of waste was generated in Cache County.  This included both MSW (89,400 tons) and 

C&D related materials (40,000 tons).  As shown in Figure 11, 38.5% of the total waste stream was diverted from 

Class I disposal.  Only 7.6% of this would be generated by green waste and recycling (with a small amount of 

both tire and HHW diversion). 

 

Figure 11 

2003 Class I Landfill Diversion – Total Waste Stream 
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If the Environmental Department programs’ status quo is maintained (i.e., not expanding or growing except in 

response to an increase in population), this diversion would remain the same. 

 

9.2 DIVERSION THROUGH GREEN WASTE, RECYCLING & HHW 

 

As the numbers above reflect diverted tons within the overall County waste stream, the relative contribution by 

these programs is small.  Typically, diversion of the MSW stream only is evaluated.  In that case, the combination 

of green waste (8.5%), recycling (3.4%) and HHW (0.03%) is 11.9%.  Diversion through these three programs is 

the focus of the Department’s potential over the next five years. 

 

The last several sections of the SWMP (and associated appendices) have described proposed recommendations to 

the Green Waste, Waste Reduction and HHW Programs that will not only increase efficiency and expand services 

to the County – but will also significantly increase tonnage diverted through numerous activities.  Table 11 

summarizes these recommendations in terms of both estimated tons and program costs and revenues for each year 

of the SWMP planning period.  Table 12 subsequently balances the benefit of each recommendation in terms of 

tons diverted against the net cost per ton of achieving that diversion: 

 

1. Green Waste Program Improvements – can divert 17.5% of the MSW stream at an average net revenue of 

$15/ton (includes County-wide curbside collection, a landfill disposal ban and continued acceptance of self-

hauled tons). 

 

2. Waste Reduction Program Improvements – can divert 13.2% of the MSW stream at an average net revenue of 

$100/ton (includes County-wide curbside collection, multi-family collection for less than 10 units, expanded 

commercial collection and reduced drop-site collection for glass). 

 

3. Household Hazardous Waste Program Improvements – can divert 0.1% of the MSW stream at an average net 

cost of $6,900/ton (includes satellite collection, CESQG collection and an expanded HHW Facility). 

 

Note that only direct costs have been figured into the estimates and averaging presented in Tables 11 and 12.  

Indirect costs have not been included and the apparent revenue-positive attributes of the green waste and 

recycling improvements will be tempered when these costs are considered.  All indirect costs must be considered 

by the Department before the full cost implications of implementing these programs can be fully assessed. 

 

According to total waste stream projections in Appendix B (Table F), a total of 114,500 tons of MSW will be 

generated by Cache County residents in 2010.  As shown in Figure 12, the diversion created by these three 

programs within the MSW fraction of the total waste stream could be as high as 30.8% at the end of the planning 

period (excluding C&D).   
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Figure 12 

2010 Diversion through Green Waste, Recycling & HHW - MSW Only 

 

17.5%
13.2%

0.1%

69.1%

0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

60.0%

70.0%

Green Waste Recycling HHW Class I

Landfilled

MSW

 
 

 

9.3 CACHE COUNTY WASTE DIVERSION GOAL 

 

If the Department chooses to propose a waste diversion goal that is typical of most other municipalities, it would 

reflect the MSW component of the total waste stream only – i.e., those tons diverted from any landfill disposal.  

As the calculations used to develop the waste diversion improvements were conservative in terms of likely 

participation and quantity of materials diverted by each resident of business, a diversion goal for 2010 equal to 

30% of the total MSW would be attainable.  This rate is equal to what the U.S. diverted on average in 2000.   

 

In order to create an incentive to exceed the conservative estimates used in the appendicized program 

developments, the Department may consider adopting a goal of 35% of the MSW stream.  This rate would need to 

largely be obtained through the Waste Reduction Program (due to the disposal ban, the opportunity for diverted 

more green waste is small).  A 35% diversion goal is also the next diversion goal set by the U.S. EPA. 

 

If the Department chooses to continue to include C&D materials in its estimate, the diversion goal could be 

higher: 

 C&D projections for 2010 are 34,100 tons (Appendix B, Table L) 

 Therefore the total waste stream is projected to be 148,600 tons 

 

The quantities of diverted green waste, recyclables, HHW and C&D materials combine to generate a diversion 

rate of 46.7% of the total Cache County waste stream.  A diversion goal of 50% in this scenario would be nearly 

attainable and would give the Department something to stretch for as it implements it future programs. 
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Figure 13 

2010 Class I Landfill Diversion – Total Waste Stream 
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10.0 

PUBLIC OUTREACH RECCOMENDATIONS 

 

 

The Environmental Department’s existing public outreach program was evaluated in Appendix I.  Suggestions for 

capitalizing on current activities to better inform the public of its existing and future programs were also 

developed for the SWMP. 

 

10.1 EXISTING PROGRAM 

 

The Department’s Environmental Director, Landfill Manager, Collections Manager, Recycling Coordinator and 

Recycling Specialist are all involved in making presentations public meetings and representing the Department to 

the public.  As the focus for the outreach program focuses heavily on green waste, recycling and HHW (with 

some promotion of the Logan Landfill), the program is managed and funded through the Waste Reduction 

Program.  

 

Targeted groups include children (through schools and scout troops), adults, taxpayers, Department customers, 

and businesses.  Outreach methods include presentations, tours, newsletters, bill inserts, trash/recycling container 

inserts, websites, radio ads – as well as the promotion of free commercial waste audits. 

 

10.2 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE PUBLIC OUTREACH 

 

The Department currently conducts a moderately aggressive outreach program.  There are some areas for potential 

improvement, however, that could be implemented at minimal cost.  The following recommendations are intended 

to expand public outreach to additional targeted populations, inform the public of programmatic changes 

recommended in the SWMP, and to consider some new research for changing environmentally directed behavior. 

 

1. Increasing Outreach to the Business Community – as businesses in Cache County generate nearly half of the 

total MSW generated, the following is suggested:  

 Prepare businesses for the addition of a small fee for recycling services (recommended by the SWMP) 

and for the continued value of recycling over disposal costs 

 Provide information on the ability for Conditionally-Exempt Small Quantity Generators to deliver 

hazardous waste at the HHW Facility 

 Promote and expand the number of commercial waste audits to demonstrate to businesses the potential for 

increasing their recycling, decreasing their trash, minimizing hazardous waste, and saving waste 

management costs 

 Provide technical assistance to businesses implementing recycling for the first time (see Appendix G for 

suggestions and public domain materials) 

 Reach additional business through service club presentations, direct mailers (especially for any change in 

rates or services), and issue-specific workshops 

 Share press releases and new advisories with business journals 
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2. Enhancing Outreach for the HHW Program – as a valuable but underused resource, this program could benefit 

from: 

 Updating current HHW materials to more specifically promote the permanent facility 

 Using press releases and paid advertising  

 Upgrading the Garbage Gazette and Department’s website 

 Focusing on managing waste oil  

 Making greater mention of HHW in the Clean Team’s outreach efforts 

 Targeting people new to the community with HHW education 

 

3. Promoting the Expanded Curbside Programs – the expansion of both the green waste and recycling programs 

could happen as early as 2006: 

 Target neighborhoods for sign-ups with direct mail and/or leaflets 

 Use press releases to target expansions and report the number of participating households and diversion 

rates achieved 

 Consider using staff who deliver bins and public outreach materials to ask residents to make a personal 

commitment to recycle (research shows this is simple but effective) 

 Piggy-back on other gatherings in the neighborhood (homeowners’ associations, block parties, or 

neighborhood watch meetings) to make curbside collection presentations – and us these groups to 

disseminate information   

 

4. Educating the Public about Drop Site Closures and Alternatives – similar to the collection program expansion, 

the reduction of drop sites for green waste and recyclables are expected to begin in 2006. 

 

5. Consider Extended Promotional Events - aimed at engaging media coverage for extended periods (typically 

week-long events): 

 Repair and Reuse through a used clothing fashion show 

 Business recycling through an awards day to recognize outstanding businesses 

 Recyclable materials through a children’s art show using all recyclable products 

 Can crushing undertaken as a fraternity competition or similar 

 

6. Expanding the Clean Team - building on existing research, it is likely that the Department could change 

environmental behaviors about waste diversion by using an expanded Cache Valley Clean Team to obtain 

written and verbal commitments, and establishing rewards.  The Clean Team could reinforce the concept that  

if people commit to change, and it is reinforced, they are likely to make larger changes.   Methods for helping 

the public make commitments and become Clean Team members, are rewarded and be recognized should be 

developed, as noted in Appendix I (this also applies to business recognitions). 

 

7. Miscellaneous Activities: 

 Consider the need for bilingual materials especially in the area of used oil and HHW 

 Expand the mailing list for the Garbage Gazette to include the Landfill Siting Study list 

 Add text box on the front page of the Garbage Gazette to highlight key messages in the issue 

 Reference the City Environmental Department’s and Clean Team websites in printed public outreach 

materials and on solid waste bills 

 Consider utility bill inserts “Quick Messages” for new program start-up and key outreach messages. 

 Make it easier to find both the Environmental Department’s and Clean Team’s websites  
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 Create a complete recycling directory inclusive of private companies (especially if they take special and 

difficult to manage wastes like electronics or used oil) and post on the website 

 

10.3 IMPACTS TO DEPARTMENT SOLID WASTE SYSTEM BUDGET 

 

No staffing changes or budget enhancements are proposed for public outreach.  Current staff is anticipated to 

reprioritize their current workload to accommodate these activities.  If rates are revised for commercial sector 

recycling, there may be additional revenues to support commercial recycling and HHW’s CESQG outreach 

through internships or contracts.  This additional revenue was not analyzed in this SWMP. 
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11.0 

 BUDGET & RATE ANALYSIS 

 

 

The Logan Solid Waste System 2005 Base Budget was tabulated in Table 5.  It provided line item costs and 

revenues for each of the solid waste programs managed by the Environmental Department, as well as the 

Wetlands Program.  The base budget for 2005 serves as the foundation for the budget analysis associated with the 

recommendations made throughout the SWMP and associated appendices. 

 

The information in Tables 5 and 13 (also the discussion of Sections 3.3 and 11) provides a complete assessment of 

all costs associated with the Environmental Department’s programs.  Note that the evaluation of program 

improvements elsewhere in this SWMP have addressed direct costs associated with each upgrade in order to best 

review relative costs and benefits.  These tables and sections, however, review (to the best of available data), the 

full costs associated with each program and the overall Department budget.  In other words, all prorated 

expenses associated with the Environmental Center Building, Departmental administrative overhead, and 

General Fund Transfers are considered in these budget discussions, along with directly related costs. 

 

11.1 BUDGET PROJECTIONS 2006 THROUGH 2010 

 

Table 13 represents the projected cumulative budget totals for the Environmental Department programs from year 

2006 through 2010 (Appendix C includes a specific budget analysis for each program for the planning period).  In 

order to develop the program-specific and Department total budgets for the SWMP, the following assumptions 

were made: 

 Annual inflation of 1.8% per year and annual growth rate of 2.6% per year (per County Planning)  

 Fuel price inflation of 2.9% per year (per Utah Governor’s Office of Planning & Budget)  

 Professional technical services – minimal services assumed unless noted for each program 

 Continued Landfill/Collection Program cost adjustment to maintain consistency for tip fees accrued by 

Collection – and adjustment of landfill tip fees to account for tons diverted through other programs 

 Continued Collection Program cost adjustment to indicate actual collections for Green Waste and/or 

Waste Reduction Programs – and associated revenue adjustment  

 Introduction of a budget analyst position in 2007 with costs split between Landfill and Collection 

 Increase current dispatcher from part- to full-time in 2007 (Collection Program position) 

 Addition of any key recommendations such as staff (Landfill and Collection); new collection programs 

(Green Waste, Waste Reduction, HHW); or funds for future infrastructure changes (Landfill) – including 

new equipment, personnel and operating expenses 

 Add cost to consider both initial purchase and depreciation of new curbside collection vehicles and 

containers 

 Any new revenues generated by program improvements (most notably residential recycling fees from the 

current subscription collection)  

 Minor program recommendations for any program (including new service fees or product pricing) not 

included 

 New equipment or facility upgrades planned prior to completion of SWMP (primarily for Green Waste)  

not included 
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Note that the cost of new programs developed and recommended within the SWMP are subtotaled into one line 

item (Expansion of Diversion Program).  Details of capitalization as well as annual operating and maintenance 

costs for these program improvements are included in the appropriate appendix (Green Waste = F, Waste 

Reduction = G, HHW = H). 

 

As noted in Table 13 and Figure 14, the Department is projected to earn revenues that exceed its costs in 2005 

before the capitally-intensive green waste and recycling programs are implemented, and in 2008 through 2010 

after the programs have been fully equipped and staffed.  During years 2006 and 2007, the Department is 

projected to have a negative balance (as high as $1.23M in 2006).   

 

Appendix C indicates that the Landfill and Collections Programs continue to be revenue-positive every year, and 

Waste Reduction is revenue-positive from 2008 through 2010.  Based on current service fees, the Green Waste, 

HHW and Wetlands Programs continue to be revenue-negative each year of the planning period.   

 

As noted previously, these budgets are based on several assumptions that address the lack of available 

information, the schedule and extent of implemented recommendations, and the success of program 

improvements.  While these projections serve as an indication of the Department’s fiscal status in light of several 

key program upgrades, it is highly recommended that the Department closely revisit each assumption as soon as 

information is available, and adjust the associated cost and revenue implications as needed. 

 

Figure 14 

Logan Environmental Department 

2005-2010 Projected Budgets 
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11.2 BUDGET OBSERVATIONS 

 

Looking at the 2005 Base Budget (Table 5), Appendix C Program Projections and Table 13’s 2005-2010 Budget 

Projections, the following obvious conclusions can be drawn: 
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1. The Department’s goal of providing increased waste diversion and HHW services to Cache County appears to 

be feasible from a fiscal perspective with the exception of the capitalization period between 2006 and 2007.   

All recommended HHW program enhancements (including the addition of satellite and business wastes) and 

expanding curbside green waste and recycling collection County-wide are included in these observations. 

 

2. The Department’s goal of maintaining fiscal sustainability appears to be attainable, provided financing for 

2006 and 2007 is carefully planned.  Table 13 indicates that Department revenues will exceed costs in 2005 

and 2008 through 2010, with net revenues in excess of $1.26M in 2010. 

 

3. It appears that on a program-specific basis the fees assessed in the Landfill and Collection Programs exceed 

those needed to balance their program budgets (this analysis assumes that the landfill tip fees stay constant 

through the planning period, and there are no increases to residential refuse collection rates).  Additionally, 

the $6 per household-month charged for curbside collection of recyclables is more than what is needed to off 

set the other recycling activities in 2008 through 2010 (while the Green Waste fee of $4 is not adequate to off 

set other green waste activities during any year of the planning period).   

 

4. By increasing efforts to recover green waste and recyclables, the amount of revenue earned through 

Collection and Landfill (disposed fees) will be reduced, paradoxically lowering the subsidy for the other 

programs.  This underscores the importance of close ongoing scrutiny of the Department’s funds, and tracking 

the finances programmatically.   

 

5. The budget has direct expenses for programs, such as salaries, benefits, supplies, equipment and operation, 

and indirect costs.  Indirect costs include administrative overhead, the Environmental Center and transfers to 

the General Fund.  The Department allocates shares of indirect costs to each program.  In 2005 these shares 

were: 

 Administrative overhead costs - are split between collections (30%), landfill (30%), recycling (20%), 

and green waste (20%) 

 Environmental Center building costs - are split between collections (70%), landfill (15%), and 

recycling (15%) 

 Transfers to the general fund are split between collections (55%), landfill (22%), recycling (1%), and 

green waste (22%) 

 HHW and wetlands both are not revenue-producing and are not charged any indirect expenses 

The allocations in 2010 are projected to be very similar, with a slight deviation due to adding administrative 

positions to the Landfill and Collection Programs. 

 

The analysis assumed that indirect costs remain stable and increase only as a function of inflation (with the 

exception of some administrative cost adjustment through the planning period).  As most of the indirect costs 

are assigned to the Department and are not under the Department’s control, this assumption is recognized as 

tenuous and requires verification throughout the planning period. 
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6. Budget projections assume lump sum new vehicle and container purchases for the Green Waste and Waste 

Reduction Programs (as well as annual depreciation to accrue funds for replacing the units at the end of their 

life).  This method has the advantage of demonstrating the year when new trucks and collection routes come 

on line.  In actuality, the Department will likely develop a Capital Acquisition Plan to flatten out the budget 

spikes between 2006 and 2008.   

 

Similarly, the budget projections cost out a new driver for the new routes.  Practically, the Collections 

Manager (with assistance from the Routing Coordinator and Crew Chiefs) constantly evaluates collection 

efficiency.  Efficiencies may delay hiring new drivers and purchasing new trucks, and result lower costs in a 

given year than projected.  The projections are worst case.   

 

11.3 BUDGET RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Budgets are important management documents for planning and for measuring progress.  The Department’s 

FY2004/2005 budget is the basis for the expenditure and revenue forecasts through the five-year planning period.  

This analysis examined cost and benefits to provide a financial view of the cumulative program impacts.   

 

Forecasting involves assumptions and uncertainties.  For this reason, it is recommended that the Department 

gradually increase the budget detail, cost and revenue breakdowns, and regularly scrutinize expenditures, 

revenues, and verify forecast assumptions.  These suggestions can be summarized as: 

 Make the move to full cost accounting for revenues and expenditures 

 Prepare program budgets in addition to the overall department budget for more detailed planning and as 

communication to decision-makers 

 Report transactions by programs for better tracking 

 Track expenditures, revenues, and tonnages on a monthly basis and compare them to budget projections 

 Establish accounts in the Enterprise Reserve and regularly monitor the accrual of funds for their specific 

purposes 

 Evaluate the submitted budgets in this plan for consistency with all the Department’s priorities 

 Check and reconfirm budget assumptions on a regular basis and make adjustments accordingly 

 

11.3.1 Limitations of Budget and Projections 

 

The 2005 Base Budget was modified from the Department’s existing FY2004/05 budget.  Adjustments include 

depreciation of new equipment; assuming that depreciation in the Enterprise Reserve replaces equipment; and 

adjustments between Landfill, Collection, Green Waste and Waste Reduction program budgets to approach a 

more full-cost accounting approach within each program.  As the base budget was projected through 2010, a 

number of assumptions were made (as noted above).  Important to the assumptions are: 

 When waste diversion program and staffing changes would be made (HHW was assumed to begin in 

2005; staffing and Green Waste/Waste Reduction curbside collection in 2006) 

 What and when any other changes would be made (none of the recommended service fee or product 

pricing changes were included in the projections) 
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As a result of these assumptions, the Department is strongly encouraged to closely scrutinize the 2005 Base 

Budget and each annual projection closely as new data becomes available, verifying or discarding assumptions 

and refining the budget to come as close to possible to actual practice.   

 

Attempting to identify a specific rate schedule for all services based on the projected budget is premature, as it is 

unknown what additional changes the Department will choose to make and what adjustments will be made 

through the SWAB and CSA review processes.  However, the projected budgets demonstrate the costs and 

benefits of the individual programs and overall solid waste system’s fiscal sustainability given current service 

fees. 

 

11.3.2 RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Based on the observations above, the following recommendations for future rate setting for the Environmental 

Department’s services can be made.  The basis for these observations can be found in this SWMP document and 

the attached technical memoranda. 

 

1. Establish Service Fees – as recommended in the SWMP for commercial recycling, multi-family recycling, 

green waste tipping; and compost product pricing: 

 Set multi-family recycling fees ($4 per unit per month recommended)  

 Revise the commercial refuse collection rates to encourage fewer pick-ups by using larger containers and 

to provide greater equity with residential rates 

 Implement a commercial recycling fee – at a minimum to cover cost of collection, which was calculated 

in Appendix G to be about $90/month for each of the estimated 325 containers (serving an average of 

three businesses each) 

 Increase roll-off collection fees closer to industry figures 

 Institute a deposit for roll-off rentals 

 Institute a green waste tip fee at the landfill ($13.50 per ton recommended)  

 Streamline green waste products and increase product fees (increase of about 20% per product)  

 Confirm the assumptions for long-term contract conditions for sale of collected recyclables to 

processor/manufacturer as part of rate-setting 

 Verify and/or refine all key assumptions about quantities, prices and implementation dates as part of rate-

setting 

  

2.    Reaffirm and Refine Projected Budget Line Items & Totals: 

 Check and revise annual budget projections through 2010 

 Assuming that the Table 13 annual budget totals remain relatively accurate, determine the Department’s 

requirements for contingencies through accruing surplus revenues on an annual basis 

 Create a Capital Acquisition Plan for new equipment and facilities - three common approaches include 1) 

accruing capital assets at a flat rate through the planning period with factors for inflation and interest; 2)  

borrowing from and repaying reserves with interest; and 3) financing the purchase through the vendor or a 

bank (given the costs of borrowing money and the Department’s past practices to pay as they go and the 

short time to accrue funds for 2006 and 2007, option 2 is recommended)  

 

 



 

 

Logan 5-Year Solid Waste Master Plan  Page ES-36  

Draft Executive Summary  12/8/04 

 

3.    Adjust Residential Service Fee: 

 Establish a bundled residential fee that covers trash, green waste, recycling, and household hazardous 

waste to reduce billing details and provide residents with one monthly bill 

 Reduce the overall residential fee for refuse collection in 2009-2010 if other fees recommended in this 

SWMP are implemented or expanded and projected budget surpluses are realized 

 Base the residential fee on trash service by container size – i.e., a rate that varies with size of trash can 

requested by resident (or 90-gallon default) so that combined residential rate higher for 90-gallon than 60-

gallon  

 Include two components in the residential bundled rate, one each for 1) trash and 2) other environmental 

programs (green waste, recycling and HHW) - this two-component fee can then be defended in the future 

with a County ordinance that would require non-City haulers to charge environmental component and 

stay on level playing field with the Department 

   

4. Adopt a Strategic Management Approach to the Department’s Finances:   

 Recognize the uncertainties of providing new programs, collecting different rates, and the volatility of 

fuel prices and recycling market prices by continually tracking revenues, expenditures, and tonnages 

against projections 

 Report at least monthly on conditions versus projections and make adjustments 

 

11.4 ADDITIONAL SUGGESTIONS 

 

The budget analysis above demonstrates the overall adequacy of the existing rate schedules with the proposed 

adjustments.  Rates are also used as behavior incentives and to educate.  For these reasons, we recommend 

removing the following inconsistencies: 

 Green waste rates are lower than recycling, but program costs for green waste are not lower - therefore a 

bundled rate for trash, green waste, recycling, and HHW is recommended 

 The residential sector pays to recycle and recover green waste, but the commercial sector does not - 

therefore recovering at least the collection costs in the commercial sector is recommended 

 Commercial collection saves money by making fewer stops when customers use larger containers and 

have fewer stops per week - therefore a rate schedule that provides a financial incentive to businesses 

with larger containers (and still recovers the costs for collection and disposal) is recommended 
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12.0 

IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE FOR  

RECOMMENDED PROGRAM CHANGES & IMPROVEMENTS  

 

 

Table 14 includes a listing of all program recommendations made throughout the SWMP and supporting 

documents, and a suggested schedule for implementation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 


